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Several inaccuracies occurred in [3]. I recall that P c denotes the complement of P with respect to a fixed set. If P
is a class of families of sets, then P∗ stands for the class of families of the form Pc = {P c: P ∈ P} with P ∈ P. We
say that G meshes with A (in symbols, G #A) if G ∩ A = ∅ for every G ∈ G and A ∈A. The following corrections
should be made:
(1) (8.3) is a special case of (8.2), so that G #A in (8.3) should be replaced by G∩ #A, where G∩ stands for the family
of finite intersections of the elements of G. In other words, (8.3) should read
∀G∈P∗
(G∩ #A ⇒ adhξ G ∈ B#
)
. (∗)
(2) The sentence following (8.3) thatA is P∗-compactoid in B with respect to ξ is equivalent to (8.3) is wrong. In the
definition of P∗-compactoidness, P∗ is supposed to be a class of filters, which was not the case in (8.3). If the
definition of P∗-compactness is extended to arbitrary P∗ as follows
G #A ⇒ adhξ G ∈ B# for every filter base G ∈ P∗, (∗∗)
then (∗) implies (∗∗). It was observed in [1, 1.1] that (∗∗) implies (∗) provided that P is such that P ∈ P implies
P∪ ∈ P (where P∪ is the family of finite unions of the elements of P).1
(3) Proposition 8.1 lacks the assumption that the class R contains all finite families. This is needed to justify the
statement (in the proof) that P is a refinement of PR, and to assure that the class (PR)∗ consists of filters
(because J-compactoidness was defined only for classes J of filters).
(4) In Theorem 8.2 the assumption inhτ P ⊂ P should be added (in order that inhτ P in the second line of the proof
belongs to P).2
(5) In Theorem 10.3 D∗-cover compact should be D∗J∗ -cover compact, and the class D of filters should be assumed
transferable, the property defined in (10.3).3
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1 Warning: the symbol ∗ in [1] and in [2] has a different meaning than in [3]!
2 In the second line of the proof of Theorem 8.2, thus by (8.7), there exists should be thus there exists.
3 This theorem is not a consequence of Proposition 7.1, but can be easily checked directly. Indeed, if P ∈ D∗ is a cover of f −(y) then there is a
refinement J ∈ J∗ of D which is a cover of f −(y), that is, adhJc ∩ f −(y) = ∅ so that y /∈ adhf (Jc). Hence y /∈ adhf (Dc), because Jc Dc .0166-8641/$ – see front matter © 2006 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j.topol.2006.10.014
S. Dolecki / Topology and its Applications 154 (2007) 1216–1217 1217(6) Only the parts “if” of Corollaries 10.4, 10.5, 10.6 are really corollaries of Theorem 10.3. As for the parts “only
if”, the assumption that the domains are diagonal should be added (it is immediate that the fibers are respectively,
compact, Lindelöf and countably compact; the diagonality is needed to conclude that they are respectively cover-
compact, cover-Lindelöf and countably cover-compact).
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